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A.L.R. Library 


False representations as to income, profits, or productivity of property as fraud, 27 A.L.R.2d 14 


The general rule that statements about the future which turn out to be false do not give rise to liability for fraud! generally 

applies in sales of real? or personal’ property and in trades or exchanges.’ Illustrations of the rule are found in decisions 

holding that fraud cannot be based upon representations concerning the future value, profitability, or prospects’ of a business, 

such as representations of future insolvency;’ representations of the capacity of a corporation to produce product in the 

future;* or representations as to future prospects of gain,’ such as a prediction that corporate stock will triple in value within a 

year! or six months; or predictions as to how mining claims will turn out in the matter of yield.” It has been said in this 

regard that forward-looking opinions about investment prospects or future sales performance generally cannot be the basis for 

a fraud claim.” Also within the class of representations of futurity that will not result in liability are: 

e assurances of the outcome or result of litigation“ 

e statements or representations that a series of law books, to be published at stated intervals, will be continued so long as 
another publishing company continues to publish certain of its books" 

e representations that it will take a certain time for a sales agency to “clean up” its present orders!° 

e an assurance by an owner of a tract of land, when selling lots thereon restricted to residential purposes, that the whole tract 
will be so restricted” 
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